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Abstract
Pressure to address the perceived skills shortage of school and university leavers has 
resulted in a greater focus on developing and assessing personal skills in post- 
compulsory education, such as Personal Development Planning (PDP) in higher 
education. As a consequence, 'new; forms of writing and assessment are emerging 
alongside more traditional genres, which is arguably causing tension and confusion 
for students and teachers as they adapt to these new ways of writing. This project 
addresses this tension by examining a specific case o f 'emerging w riting ', the 
'review' form from the Certificate of Personal Effectiveness (CoPE) in a secondary 
school sixth form, within an Academic Literacies fram ework and is positioned within  
the context o f the transition between school and university. This project examines 
what the CoPE review looks like and explores students' and teachers' perceptions 
and understandings of it. The findings show that students and teachers have unclear 
and varied interpretations of what the function of CoPE 'review' is, how it 'should 
look' and where it fits in the spectrum of genres regularly practised in secondary 
education. These reactions suggest a lack of understanding of how to approach this 
'new' way of writing and, therefore, provides poor training for the 'reflective  
w riting ' that is required in PDP in higher education.
KEYWORDS: emerging writing, Academic Literacies, transition, reflective writing
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CHAPTER 1 
Introduction
The last decade has seen the growth of critical interest in the established assessment practices and text 
types commonly employed in contemporary British education. In particular, the Academic Literacies 
movement in the UK has generated discussion about academic writing and placed the writer at the 
centre of the debate (Lea, 2008; Lillis & Scott, 2007). This debate represents a shift in the ways of talking 
about academic writing and approaches to research and has provided an alternative epistemological 
lens through which academic writing can be viewed as contextualised social practice.
In addition to research into students' writing other stakeholders have pressed their interests on 
policymakers, the effects of which have arguably influenced the development of emergent forms of 
writing. External voices, such as the Confederation of British Industry (CBI), have fervently lobbied 
government to raise awareness of the perceived skills shortage of school-leavers which reduce the 
employability of young people (CBI, 2007). A consequence of these developments in British education 
has been the emergence of a variety of initiatives designed to address personal skills development, such 
as Personal Development Planning (PDP) in higher education and the Key Skills strategy in the 14 -1 9  
sector. PDP allows formal assessment of personal and 'life' abilities in the academy, which theoretically 
strengthens the portfolio of skills that students take from their university courses. Similarly, the Key 
Skills agenda is promoted by the government as "the skills that are commonly needed in a range of 
activities in education and training, work and life in general... once you've got them, you can use them in 
different situations" (Directgov, 2009). Key Skills are not usually offered in mainstream secondary school 
and are more commonly found in vocationally-oriented courses.
It is important to note that while PDP and Key Skills share some fundamental principles, they operate in 
significantly different contexts and are not the same. However, PDP and Key Skills do have some 
apparently similar writing requirements in common which students have to engage with in order to 
successfully meet a specific set of assessment criteria. The Higher Education Academy (HEA) summarises 
PDP as:
"PDP embraces a range of approaches to learning that connect planning (an individual’s goals and 
intentions for learning or achievement), doing (aligning actions to intentions), recording 
(thoughts, ideas, experiences, in order to understand and evidence the process and results of 
learning) and reflection (reviewing and evaluating experiences and the results of learning)."
(HEA website, 2009 -  my highlighting)
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Similarly, assessment for the Key Skill Improving own Learning and Performance is executed through the 
'plan, do, review' cycle which requires the student to undertake an activity that will provide a platform 
to assess an aspect of their personal development. The writing part of the task requires the student to 
formally record the task by completing a form that encompasses target setting ('plan'), critical incidents 
during the task ('do) and reflection on the task and their own involvement ('review').
These new formats have brought their own idiosyncratic challenges, one of which is the adaptation for 
students and teachers to the 'new' writing practices which have been developed to provide assessment 
strategies for these relatively new ways of writing. This is particularly relevant when viewed in the 
context of the transitions that students experience as they move between educational levels, the 
difficulties of which can manifest in students' writing. Previous studies have highlighted the 
complications some students face moving from school to  university in relation to traditional forms of 
assessment, such as the essay, (Smith, 2004), yet there is comparatively little research into the new 
forms of writing that are surfacing, such as 'reflective writing'. 'Reflective writing' is a name often used 
to encapsulate the range of personal writing and associated assessment practices which are becoming 
more prominent in British education, particularly in higher education. This study will explore one 
particular part of the emerging writing discussed above, the 'review', as an example of a 'personal' 
writing practice that students are likely to be required to do at both school and university.
In order to explore the 'review' format I have chosen to use a specific Key Skills framework, the Level 3 
Certificate of Personal Effectiveness (CoPE), which I posit, is the closest counterpart in secondary 
education to higher education's PDP. There is, however, a crucial distinction between PDP and CoPE in 
the terminology: while the HEA quote above specifically uses the term 'reflection', there is no clear 
guidance in the CoPE rationale of how the 'review' actually is intended to be perceived. CoPE is offered 
in some sixth forms as an additional qualification to run alongside the A Level syllabus and covers the six 
Key Skills. According to ASDAN, the awarding body that accredits and manages the award, CoPE 
"provides a framework for the development, assessment and accreditation of generic and wider key 
skills... [and] offers imaginative ways of accrediting young people's activities" (ASDAN, 2009). It is vital 
to note that ASDAN have produced CoPE as a framework, not a full curriculum, and institutions that use 
CoPE have free reign to put the course into practice as they prefer.
CoPE and PDP loosely share the assessment strategy of an assessed portfolio of evidence, which utilises 
the aforementioned 'plan/do/review' cycle, which can be seen as the introduction of a 'new' genre into
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the traditional domain of essayist writing. From the Academic Literacies perspective, the introduction of 
such a new format into the established repertoire of writing practices in mainstream secondary 
education creates tension or "deep affective and ideological conflicts" according to Lea & Street (1998: 
159). As a consequence, many writers struggle to find their 'voice' as they fluctuate between the 
established conventions of academic writing and adapting to the requirements of these newer forms. In 
contrast, PDP and Key Skills are marketed as simplistic 'transferable skills' (Directgov, 2009), with the 
underlying implication being that the writing can also be generically 'transferable' to other contexts. This 
unrealistic sentiment ignores the complexities of understanding and moving between different 
literacies, particularly when the issue of assessment is considered.
As this study is intended to be a pilot study for a thesis on the students' writing and the transition 
between secondary and higher education, I believe that this dissertation can be seen as the beginning of 
a three year period of data collection and cyclical talk with participants and can be justified as 
'ethnography as methodology' (Lillis, 2008 -  see chapter 3 for a fuller discussion). It is critical to start 
with a specific instance of a writing type that students could potentially have experience of at both 
stages of the transition; CoPE is particularly relevant because many secondary school pupils do not 
necessarily have experience of the 'plan, do, review' cycle. In the context of this relative inexperience, I 
will examine how this 'new' form of writing is understood and produced by students and how it is 
perceived and taught by teachers. Therefore, the central aim of this study is to examine the nature and 
function of a specific case of emerging writing (the CoPE 'review' form) in a secondary school sixth form.
In order to achieve this aim, I will ask the following questions which constitute the objectives of this 
empirical investigation:
• What does the CoPE 'review' writing look like in this course and in what ways can it be described 
as 'reflective'?
• What are students' thoughts and attitudes towards the CoPE review? What do they think they 
are doing when they produce this kind of writing?
• How do teachers perceive the practice of writing in the CoPE programme?
• Do teachers feel adequately prepared/ trained to assess students' writing in this course?
Sally Baker
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CHAPTER 2
Literature Review
(1) What is 'reflective writing" (as an example of emerging writing practices)?
Assessment strategies in education are subject to constant change fostered through research and 
practical experience. A significant addition to the assessment repertoire of many higher education 
courses has been a move away from a sole focus on cognitive skills to a more holistic package that 
includes communication and personal skills development. This could be seen as a shift from the 
traditional pedagogies and logical-scientific writing tasks, such as the traditional argument essay, to a 
more personal style of learning and writing. One such emerging practice is 'reflective writing', which is 
claimed to promote students' self awareness and encourages students to make connections between 
their own learning and their personal experience, aspects of higher education that have traditionally 
been seen as "side effects" (Toohey, 2002: 531).
However, 'reflective writing' remains a contentious and mysterious term. A significant practical issue is 
the "supposedly self-evident relationship between reflective practice and reflective writing" (Lea, 2008: 
233). Across the practice-based literature, it is common for the assumption to be made that reflective 
writing is a 'natural' consequence of critical self-introspection. Other more theoretical approaches to the 
debate consider 'reflective writing' to be a site of identity formation/negotiation and potential conflict 
(Ivanic, 1998; Lillis, 2001; Creme, 2005). While some academics argue that contemporary 'reflective 
writing' is tantamount to the psychiatry-based confessionalism that has permeated modern western 
society (for example Bleakley, 2000a), others counter that reflection is necessary to assess the personal 
attributes that are necessary for certain professional roles, such as doctors (Toohey, 2002); health and 
social care (Hoadley-Maidment, 2000); and education (Diezmann, 2005). Indeed, the literature suggests 
that 'reflective writing' is increasingly being employed across the academy with PDP and in more 
'academic' undergraduate courses, such as Anthropology (Creme, 2000); Mathematics (Beveridge,
1997); and Political Science (Jofeson, 2005).
A review of the literature suggests that there is very little research into 'reflective writing' as an assessed 
practice in secondary education. This may be due to the word 'evaluation' often being used 
synonymously to mean 'reflection' or could be the result of limited reflection-based assessments at 
secondary level. Consequently, I have reviewed the literature relating to 'reflective writing' in higher 
education as the participants of this inquiry are studying for A' Levels and are therefore preparing for
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the transition between secondary and higher education. In order to engage in the debate surrounding 
the assessment of students' 'reflective writing', it is necessary to first identify which aspects of 
'reflective writing' are most salient and to explore what the different arguments surrounding these 
issues are. There are four key areas that need to be examined: the terminology used to discuss, define 
and describe 'reflective writing'; the tension between theory and practice; the arguments for and 
against the assessment of 'reflective writing'; and the problematic philosophical concept of 'self.
(i) Unpacking the discourse
The first difficulty encountered when approaching the debate surrounding 'reflective writing' in 
education is the expanse of terminology used throughout the education sector. In addition to the 
different names used to talk about 'reflective writing' (plan/do/review cycles, personal journals, learning 
journals, reflective diaries), there is also a small bank of vocabulary used to discuss the theory that 
underpins the debate. Firstly, the distinction between 'reflection' and 'evaluation' will be examined, 
followed by 'reflection' and 'reflexivity'.
The terms 'evaluation' and 'reflection' are used to describe the common act of reviewing past events 
and making judgements. However, there is a significant difference in these names: 'evaluation' requires 
a value to be assigned to a specific event, whereas 'reflection' requires a more holistic overview of how 
a specific event (or series of events) fits into the wider context. A second distinction in terminology is 
the use of the words 'reflection' and 'reflexivity' to describe the exploration of self within an educational 
context. Reflexivity is a term more commonly used in the context of research, referring to researcher 
acknowledgement of their impact on the research environment and overall inquiry (Hammersley & 
Atkinson, 2007). Arguably, the concept of recognising the significance of an individual's position within a 
learning context can also be applied to students' 'reflective writing'. Bolton (2001: 7) offers the 
following definitions of these contested terms:
"Being reflexive is focusing close attention upon one's own actions, thoughts and feelings and 
their effects; being reflective is looking at the whole scenario: other people, the situation and 
place, and so on."
Acknowledging the distinction between the notions of reflection and reflexivity gives an additional 
dimension to 'reflective writing' in education. Such tasks require students on a basic level to record 
their thoughts and opinions, hopefully moving from 'shallow' descriptive writing to 'deeper' levels of
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analysis, synthesis and critique. By including and promoting the notion of reflexivity, Bolton (2001:
14) suggests that the student is coerced into developing a more holistic approach to reflection by 
separating introspection from the wider experience, possibly allowing for a more detached and 
'healthy' perspective.
The implicit implication of Bolton's perspective is that writing is a 'natural product' of reflective 
practice. Bleakley (2000b), in contrast, views the relationship between reflection and writing as being 
connected on a much deeper and more complex level and advises caution when transferring the 
reflexive into written form. He views the focus on the 'I' in 'reflective writing' as likely to produce 
shallow, narcissistic exploration and argues that the personal-confessional genre cannot produce 
meaningful work or explore identities if an inappropriate approach to writing is used. The difference 
in perspective between Bolton and Bleakley on the matter of reflexivity is essentially epistemological. 
Bleakley argues that Bolton does not apply critical reflexivity to her humanistic position of promoting 
personal growth, nor to the writing process which Bleakley views as offering promises of 
'revelations'. Bleakley's epistemological position is incongruent with Bolton's approach to reflection; 
instead he views writing as embodying ideas (p.12) and genres as the guiding force for reflection:
"...if reflective practice can operate not through writing but as writing... then the kinds of writing 
employed will constitute the kinds of reflection enacted. Flat, literal, instrumental and technical- 
rational writing will produce similar styles of reflection and reflective subjectivities."
(p. 12)
Hobbs (2007: 409) similarly dismisses the application of such traditional approaches and warns that 
formulaic structuring of 'reflective writing' prompts can "raise questions regarding the validity and 
effectiveness" of such writing. Indeed, the formalisation of 'reflective writing' could lead to 
fossilisation of 'a writing practice' and diminish the creative potential that Bolton argues is inherent 
in such emerging texts.
(ii) Theory v. Practice-based research
A review of the current literature informs us that there are two broad areas of research around 
'reflective writing': theory-based and practice-based inquiry. The professional and practical aspects of 
education award primacy to action research approaches to inquiry and this type of research is well- 
represented in the literature on 'reflective writing' (O'Connell & Dyment, 2006; Toohey, 2002; 
Diezmann, 2005; Beveridge, 1997). Many of these studies have explored the implementation of
Sally Baker
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'reflective writing', usually learning journals, as a pedagogical and assessment tool (formative or 
summative) to encourage learner autonomy and deeper learning. An alternative focus is a purely 
theoretical inquiry, investigating the models of cognition and affective factors that support the 
application of 'reflective writing' into the curriculum or the philosophical perspective of the endeavour 
(Bleakley, 2000a; 2000b).
Although such inquiries are distinct in their approaches, practice and theory are certainly not divorced. 
In fact, these two differing perspectives can be seen to symbolise the tension in education between the 
underpinning foundations and practical applications of modern educational research. Action research is 
largely carried out by practitioners in the field who have found an area that would benefit from being 
researched based on their own practical experience. Theoretical pursuits, in contrast, are the domain of 
researchers who apply the pursuit of academic inquiry to practical situations. The relationship between 
practice and research is political and can lead to conflict (Hammersley & Atkinson, 2007), however the 
literature reviewed in this study has mostly been produced by practitioners in the higher education 
sector, indicating that they are writers who are both practitioners (lecturers) and have research 
experience.
An oft-cited justification for implementing 'reflective writing' strategies in higher education courses is to 
follow Schon's (1983) model of the 'reflective practitioner' (cited in Diezmann, 2005; Hoadley- 
Maidment, 2000). The role of 'practitioner' is central to the use of 'reflective writing' in professional and 
practical courses; accordingly it is questionable whether Schon's model is relevant to the mainstream 
education. However, if we take the view that language is praxis (Bleakley, 2000a) with students, 
therefore, as 'practitioners of studying and language', it is possible to justify the application of Schon's 
model to students' writing. Indeed, a focus on language is vitally important when discussing the nature 
of 'reflective writing' and is arguably under explored in the body of literature on 'reflective writing'. 
Hoadley-Maidment (2000) adopted Swales' (1990) notion of discourse communities to explore how 
integral language is to 'reflective writing'. Hoadley-Maidment reminds her reader that students need to 
be socialised into discipline-specific communities, and particular attention should be given to the 
specific lexis and genres students are expected to master. Indeed, according to Hobbs (2007:406), 
becoming critically self-aware, and by association being able to write in this way, is an acquired skill and 
"not every individual is necessarily capable of engaging in critical reflection". Hoadley-Maidment argues 
that students need 'safe' environments whereby new language and formats can be practised as 
proficiency in either reflection or writing cannot be taken for granted (2000:167-8).
Sally Baker
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Placing language at the centre of the inquiry of reflective writing is vital if we are to move away from 
making simplistic assumptions about the relationship between reflection and writing. In their 
exploration of literacies in further education and beyond, Ivanic et al (2007) discuss the use of learning 
logs, which fall under the umbrella term of 'reflective writing', and claim that they "seem to be thought 
of as a 'natural' form of self-expression" and surmise that students struggled with this kind of writing (p. 
187). Placing an assumption of transparency between reflecting and writing denies the writer the 
opportunity to learn and can create a barren and unsafe space in which to write. This caution is 
particularly significant in the context of 'reflective writing', where the writer may be asked to commit a 
discussion of their personal life to paper and for assessment. Ivanic et al suggest that a skills-based 
approach to teaching writing (also see Lea & Street, 1998) is inadequate in the context of 'reflective 
writing' and call for lecturers and students to develop "a more explicit understanding of what is involved 
in adopting the roles, identities and values associated with being a reflective practitioner" (2007:110). 
Focus on the linguistic features as part of 'reflective writing' would undoubtedly complicate the task, 
and would almost definitely impact on teacher and student workloads, but could help to bridge the gap 
between the underpinning theory and practice of 'reflective writing'.
(iii) What are the current debates regarding the assessment of students' 'reflective writing'?
Leaving the academic issues surrounding 'reflective writing' to one side, the literature also reports other 
issues of a more practical nature. The validity of assessment is a key issue in the debates surrounding 
'reflective writing', and arguments from both sides will be briefly examined.
a) Arguments for the assessment of students' 'reflective writing'
The rationale behind the support for assessment of students' personal writing is practical; it provides 
an impetus for students to complete reflective tasks. Without the formalisation of reflection in the 
curriculum, it is likely that students would prioritise other activities that lead to formal assessment, 
and probably not engage in the kind of reflection that the tasks are designed to facilitate (Toohey,
2005: 532). Creme (2005: 292) suggests that the parallel between peer reflection and peer reviewing, 
which is an inescapable aspect of academia, can also be used in support of the argument for 
assessment. Perhaps the most influential factor in promoting the assessment of 'reflective writing' is 
the teacher/ lecturer. 'Leading by example' is vital to engaging students with 'reflective writing'; 
according to O'Connell &. Dyment (2005: 684) positive delivery from lecturers is vital towards the 
success of this measure becoming an established assessment strategy.
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b) Arguments against the assessment of students' 'reflective writing'
On the surface of the debate, the reasons discussed above provide a platform of support for the 
assessment of'reflective writing'. However, under the surface lie more complex issues relating to 
identity, workloads and lecturers' capacity to assess such personal writing.
The most practical concern relates to both the students' and lecturers' workloads. Integrating a 
'reflective writing' into any curriculum will impact on the writing load, whether it is an addition or a 
replacement to other strategies of assessment. A general problem for many students, related to all 
types of academic writing, is knowing what and how to write (Lillis, 2001). For students, mastering a 
new textual practice can obstruct the reflective process, placing a greater emphasis on 'doing what is 
wanted' rather than developing the reflective skills required. Indeed, Creme (2005: 291) writes that 
"the assessment regime had, it seemed, killed off the qualities that the work itself was designed to 
foster." For the lecturer, the assessment load is already substantial. There is concern that assessing 
'reflective writing' will not only result in longer hours (Toohey, 2002; Creme, 2005), but also ask more 
of the lecturers than they feel able to give. Most educators are not language or communication 
specialists and may not feel that they have sufficient expertise o f confidence to be 'experts' in 
anything beyond course content (O'Connell & Dyment, 2005: 685).
In addition to concerns over workload, the primacy given to the writing process can a|so impede 
students' identity work. The notion of a safe and creative space can be compromised if the format is 
felt to be prohibitive. O'Connell & Dyment (2005) offer alternatives to the written text, suggesting 
that video journaling, scrapbooks and audio diaries can also function as reports of reflection and 
lighten the writing load for the students. Offering a range of tools allows the student to choose the 
best format for them to present their 'selves' and embrace the reflective process without the 
pressure of conforming. However, assessment of these substitutions would require changes to the 
assessment criteria and could prove more difficult to mark.
A further concern with identity is the potentially repressive force of the assessor. Academics have 
questioned how creative and 'honest' students will be if they know their 'reflective writing' is going to 
be assessed (Hargreaves, 2004). According to Creme (2005) the assessment of 'reflective writing' raises 
an epistemological issue. In order for fair and valid assessment, it is essential to have strict criteria by 
which to judge the material produced. This invokes the positivist notion of 'good' versus 'bad' writing,
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which stands in conflict with the constructionist perspective of appreciating the value of reflection (p 
293) and prompts the question of who is 'qualified' to set assessment criteria and what should be 
included. However, without criteria assessment becomes a subjective judgement and threatens the 
validity of the course. The tension between these two epistemological stances clearly needs careful 
consideration and negotiation before being implemented.
Sally Baker 
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(2) Debates at the centre of 'self
The literature deals with differing views regarding the value of 'reflective writing' and its assessment. At 
the foundation of this conflict are the different epistemological and ontological perspectives that 
underpin different variations of 'reflective writing'. One approach is a realist-positivist 'discovery' 
method (Denzin, 1997), whereby the 'self' can be discovered through critical introspection. The 
'opposite' is the post-structuralist model, which views the student writer as the constructor of identities 
within their writing. Irrespective of the epistemological tension in these two generalised approaches, 
'reflective writing' is often promoted as providing a 'safe' space through which identities can be crafted, 
negotiated and amended (Bolton, 2001).
An alternative view of 'self is presented by Ivanic as "discoursally constructed identities" (1998: 215). 
Ivanic defines 'discourse' as "the mediating mechanism in the social construction of identity" (ibid: 17) 
and reminds her reader that the 'self "should not be conceived of as something to be studied in 
isolation, but as something which manifests itself in discourse" (ibid: 18). If we view 'reflective writing' 
as an instance of 'discourse' then we need to at least be aware that there are a multitude of social 
practices which influence the writer's 'voice' and the reader's reception. Lillis makes an important 
distinction in the ways that writers present their 'self or 'voice' in their writing: "voice-as-experience 
and voices-as-language" (2001:46). 'Voice-as-experience' represents the writer's life experiences and 
embedded identity and 'voices-as-language' are the specific linguistic features (words, phrases) which 
represent the writer's "habits of meaning". Lillis reminds us that the notion of 'voice' is not restricted to 
the writer but also encompasses the 'voice' of the prospective reader who is being written to/for (ibid: 
46), consideration of which makes meaning making more complex. Therefore, an over-simplified 
rationale, such as the 'transferable skills' mandate of Key Skills, or belief in the 'fixed, findable self 
demeans the intricate and complex nature of the ever-evolving 'self.
Ivanic identifies four aspects of 'writer identity': autobiographical self, discoursal self, self as author and 
possibilities fo r self-hood (ibid: 23), of which I suggest the autobiographical self is most aligned with 
'reflective writing'. Ivanic views academic writing "as a site of struggle in which writers are negotiating 
an identity" (ibid: 332) which, in some ways, is perhaps more profound when the context is narrowed to 
'reflective writing'. The 'standard' difficulties with academic writing (meeting strict conventions, writing 
as an 'expert') are subverted and the writer is challenged to write a personal and honest piece of writing 
(to be autobiographical) whilst being mindful of the assessor and assessment criteria evaluating their 
writing and their'inner thoughts'.
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This conflict in shifting identities, alongside a level of epistemological unease, makes writing reflection a 
tricky task. From the perspective of the teacher/marker, this shift in identities is also relevant; assessing 
'reflective writing' requires a modification of identity from discipline-specific content marker to a 
mediator of thoughts, opinions and feelings. Neither are easy tasks; both represent the complexities of 
transferring reflection into writing. In order to explore 'reflective writing' from a social practices 
perspective, it is necessary to use a conceptual framework that facilitates an inquiry at the interface of 
text and epistemology. I believe the Academic Literacies approach meets this requirement. Lillis & Scott 
(2007: 7) suggest that Academic Literacies "constitutes a specific epistemology, that of literacy as social 
practice, and ideology, that of transformation". This 'practices approach to literacy' (Lea & Street, 1998) 
has been used to provide a space which allows a dialogic exploration of writers' actions and assumptions 
underpinning the process and product of academic writing. The application of such an approach to the 
CoPE 'review' should contribute to and add a further dimension to the ways that Academic Literacies 
have been used to study writing across education.
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CHAPTER 3 
Methodology
In order to explore students' writing in an emerging genre within a secondary education institutional 
context, it is necessary to explore the textual product within the situated context of production. I have 
chosen to use Academic Literacies as the conceptual framework for this inquiry and as an appropriate 
epistemological lens through which to examine the CoPE 'review' and the impact this new form of 
writing has on students and teachers. Adoption of this theoretical stance should allow for more holistic 
and in-depth inquiry into how students approach the CoPE 'review', both practically and psychologically; 
and how teachers perceive the effectiveness of the 'plan, do, review' cycle.
In terms of methodology, ethnographic research methods complement the epistemological and 
ideological position of the Academic Literacies approach. Ethnography is in part defined by a more long­
term development of the researcher-participant relationship, which creates 'richer' data than textual or 
discourse analytical methods could access. Lillis (2008) ascribes three levels of value to ethnography in 
academic writing: ethnography as method, ethnography as methodology and ethnography as 'deep 
theorizing'. Lillis posits that the distinction between the first and second levels of ethnography is the 
temporal length of the study and the 'width' of the data collected is greater as a methodology, which in 
turn "opens up richer opportunities for developing contextualised studies of academic writing [than 
ethnography as method]" (2008: 362). If this dissertation is seen as the beginning of a three year period 
of data collection and cyclical talk with the same participants it can be justified as 'ethnography as 
methodology'.
Green and Bloome similarly offer a distinction for educational ethnographic inquiry: ethnography of 
education and ethnography in education (1997). Ethnography of education is the study of "what counts 
as education to members of the group and to describe how this cultural practice is constructed within 
and across the events and patterns of activity that constitute everyday life" (p. 186). Ethnography in 
education, in contrast, frames 'education' as both a physical and intellectual site to be explored, guided 
by "educational questions, purposes, needs, and concerns..." (p. 186). The collaboration of ethnography 
of education as an etic (outsider/researcher) approach and ethnography in education is an emic 
(insider/participant) approach. Therefore, the collaboration between an outsider (me as researcher) and 
insiders (students and teachers) could potentially strengthen the validity of the data and broadening the 
scope of the project to view the phenomenon from multiple perspectives.
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The Certificate of Personal Effectiveness has been chosen for this study as a site for exploring a specific 
instance of what could be classified as 'reflective writing' as it provides an example of writing that is 
similar in form and function to PDP writing in higher education. In the school that used for this study as a 
research site, CoPE is a compulsory course for all Year 12 students, encompassing the following six skills: 
Working with Others, Problem Solving and Improving own Learning and Performance, Research, Oral 
Presentation and Discussion. All six skills have to be 'successfully' completed and evidenced in a portfolio 
in order to achieve the qualification. Three of the six skills (Working with Others, Problem Solving and 
Improving own Learning and Performance) require the prescribed format of 'plan, do, review' 
paperwork to be completed as evidence of completion. ASDAN have included a template of this format 
in the Student Book alongside an exemplar completed version (see Appendix I).
Using the Academic Literacies approach, I wanted to examine the CoPE writing as 'situated social 
practice in context'. In order to contextualise the writing, I interviewed the student and teacher 
participants to explore perceptions of the nature; and purpose of the CoPE review writing. In this way, 
according to Lillis & Scott (2007:11), academic literacies "challenges the textual bias" of other 
approaches to research of students' writing, such as models of discourse analysis. The contextual 
information collected from these interviews in combination with the textual analysis provided 'richer 
data' than would have been possible with a single-method approach to research, and presented a 
platform from which the relationship between the specific CoPE context and the umbrella term of 
'reflective writing' could be examined.
The research design and goals of this project require a particular epistemological and ideological 
approach that complement and facilitate the exploration of issues such as writer identity and 
perceptions of writing and assessment processes. For that reason, alternative methodologies such as a 
hypothesis-led experiment were rejected on the basis of an epistemological mismatch. With regards to 
the textual analysis, there were several different approaches which I could have employed, such as 
Systemic Functional Linguistics (Halliday, 1994) which would have provided a specific linguistic 
framework within which to work. Due to the small-scale nature of this particular project, I decided that 
this method of textual analysis would be unjustifiably time-consuming and would provide a linguistic 
focus which could have over-shadowed the qualitative nature of this study. Using a less structured 
approach to the textual analysis with the goal of allowing the themes to become apparent throughout 
was more advantageous than imposing strict pre-set criteria on the texts, thus facilitating a more emic 
approach to this part of the analysis.
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Ethical considerations
As with any inquiry, the issue of ethics needed to be considered and anticipated before embarking on 
this project. Given that this project is exploring writing practices in a secondary school context and using 
school children as participants, it was particularly necessary to secure approval from the Open 
University's ethical committee (see Appendix A). Ethical approval was granted in late May 2009, which 
meant I was then able to start the data collection process.
Hammersley & Atkinson offer five ethical issues that they claim are characteristic of ethnographic 
inquiry: informed consent, privacy, harm, exploitation and consequences for future research (2007:
209). In view of Hammersley & Atkinson's summary of the five issues, I do not consider this project to 
have caused psychological or physical harm or to have exploited any of the participants. Consequently, I 
will focus on the remaining three areas.
Informed Consent
It is common practice in research to seek consent and to provide information about the nature of the 
inquiry in order to ensure that the participants know what they are expected to provide as part of their 
contribution and, vitally, to know that they are able to withdraw their permission before a set deadline 
(1st September 2009). I asked all participants to sign a consent form (Appendices B and C) and giving an 
information sheet (Appendix D). In addition, I also sent a letter home to the students' parents (Appendix 
E) as all the student participants were under the age of 18. The information that the participants were 
provided with was a fairly comprehensive account of the planned inquiry at the start of the project, 
although small details have changed since issuing the letters (for example, the title has changed from 
'reflective writing' to the more specific focus of 'CoPE review writing'). The participants were also 
advised that this project was conducted in accordance with the British Educational Research Association 
(BERA) guidelines and were provided with the BERA website address. Furthermore, all the participants 
were given the names and contact details of my supervisors for further details or to voice concerns. 
These steps ensured that the participants were well-informed before they signed the consents forms.
project because both students and teachers were involved and they may have felt unable to give open 
and honest disclosures if they thought the collected data was going to be personally and publicly 
attributed. Therefore, all the data was anonymised. Some researchers believe that there is an ethical
Privacy
A critical ethical consideration is the participants' right to anonymity. This was particularly salient to this
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obligation to give participants an opportunity to review and possibly revise their portrayal prior to 
publication. Due to the time constraints attached to this project, I chose not to give full control over the 
data to my participants before submission; instead a summary report of the study will be made 
available.
Consequences for future research
Hammersley & Atkinson warn that "research that is subsequently found objectionable by the people 
studied and/or by gatekeepers may have the effect that these and other people refuse access in the 
future" (2007: 218). I needed to remain mindful of the ethical consequences and potential conflicts of 
interest with both projects and all the people involved, not only the actual participants, particularly as I 
am intending to use the same secondary school as a research site for my PhD. For this reason, I will 
provide the school with a summary report of my findings after submission to ensure that they are 
informed of the developments in my research and to provide a medium of communication to promote a 
good working relationship.
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CHAPTER 4
Collecting and analysing the data
As discussed in the previous section, I consider the current project to be part of a longitudinal 
ethnographic style inquiry, including my PhD which I am due to start in October 2009. In order to enable 
the aforementioned ethnographic research design, I followed these steps to collect the data:
■ I collected 15 anonymous examples of the 'review' form for the Working with Others module 
(see Appendix H for an example). This is the final stage of a three-part format designed to 
provide evidence for assessment
■ I collected related course materials: ASDAN-produced CoPE Student book (including the 
exemplar and blank 'plan, do, review' proforma (see Appendices I & J)and the ASDAN CoPE 
website
■ I conducted and recorded 1 focus group interviews with 6 of the 15 student participants (see 
Appendix 0  for student profiles)
■ I conducted and recorded 1 focus group interview with 4 members of the staff involved with the 
delivery of the CoPE programme (see Appendix P for the teacher profiles)
The rationale behind the choice of these methods was primarily based on Hammersley & Atkinson's 
argument for the triangulation of data to strengthen the validity of the findings, as they state 
"...different kinds of data have different likely directions of error built into them" (2007:183). Therefore, 
through a combination of textual analysis and interviews, it was possible to examine what was actually 
done and what the participants thought they did. Furthermore, the inclusion of teachers' perspectives 
allowed an additional dimension through which to explore a new way of writing in secondary education.
I also collected documents from the field (CoPE students' book, CoPE standards booklet, the school- 
designed CoPE curriculum) and made field notes on observed elements of the planning and organisation 
of the CoPE course within the research site to gain a better understanding of the course itself and how it 
was run.
The participants in this study were recruited via their CoPE sessions and the whole year group was 
invited to participate. Of 124 students, 15 elected to participate. All the staff members who teach on the 
CoPE programme were asked to participate and 4/6 agreed. They signed a consent form (Appendix B for 
students, Appendix C for teachers) and were given an information sheet (Appendix D). I also sent a 
statement of intent to the students' parents to satisfy the school requirements, as all the student 
participants were under the age of 18 (Appendix E). There are significant limitations to this method of
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soliciting participants. It should be noted that the sample was comprised of willing students which 
suggests that my participants were the more motivated students of the year group. Furthermore, if a 
higher number of students had volunteered, I would have had to have sampled from that cohort and 
offered alternative ways to participate for those who were not selected. Of the 15 participants who 
contributed their writing, only six students were used in the focus group for the practical reason of 
minimising the transcription time.
The questions were semi-structured; following a pre-set list of questions (Appendix F for students, 
Appendix G for teachers) but with flexibility to allow useful themes to be elicited and expanded upon. 
This reflexivity is representative of the ethnographic approach that I wanted to follow. Although 
Hammersley & Atkinson (2007:117) discuss the association between ethnography and unstructured 
interviewing, I felt that I, as the researcher, needed to be more 'prepared' with the student participants 
as I couldn't predict how they might have reacted during the interviews. I elected to use a focus group, 
as opposed to one -  one interviews primarily because the data collection period clashed with the 
participants' exam period and it was difficult to arrange individual participation. In addition, the age of 
the participants (17-18 years old) was also a factor as I felt that the students would feel less inhibited if 
interviewed within a group of their peers.
In consideration of the social dynamics of a one to one interview situation, I decided that my position as 
a relatively unfamiliar 'expert outsider' could have had an inhibitive effect on the participants and 
obstruct the data collection process. I followed Kamberelis and Dimitriadis' assertion that "focus groups 
allow researchers to see the complex ways in which people position themselves in relation to each 
other as they process questions, and topics in focused ways" (2005: 904). In this way, I could observe 
the co-establishing of meaning within the group as they discussed the CoPE writing practices and the 
participants were able to draw ideas and confidence from each other. For the teachers, I was mindful of 
their busy schedules and the limited opportunities they would have to participate in my study, 
particularly as the data collection took place during the busy summer exams period. For this reason, I 
decided to conduct a focus group with the four teachers as this would take less time than individual one 
to one interviews and would also provide a useful forum for the teachers to come together to discuss 
CoPE, an opportunity that was not often available due to their hectic and conflicting schedules.
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In order to analyse the data, it is first necessary to review the research questions:
1) What does the CoPE 'review' writing look like in this course and in what ways can it be described 
as 'reflective'?
2) What are students' thoughts and attitudes towards the CoPE review? What do they think they 
are doing when they produce this kind of writing?
3) How do teachers perceive the practice of writing in the CoPE programme?
4) Do teachers feel adequately prepared/ trained to assess students' writing in this course?
My approach to examining the first question was to examine the language collected from examples of 
students' completed 'review' pages compared with the exemplar offered in the CoPE students' book. 
The exemplar offered in the CoPE students' book (Appendix I) offers not only the structural template of 
the paperwork but also a suggestion of the language that is deemed by the examining body, ASDAN, to 
represent a 'standard'. I then turned to the student data and identified the commonalities and 
dissimilarities between their 'reviews' and the exemplar, pulling out the central themes that appear to 
constitute an 'approach' to the CoPE review writing. This influenced the questions I asked the students 
and teachers. Therefore, the process of analysis became iterative as "the ideas [were] used to make 
sense of data, and data [were] used to change [my] ideas" (Hammersley & Atkinson, 2007:159). This is 
depicted in figure 1.
From a surface reading/ skimming of the students' texts, I constructed three sample 'reviews' to use in 
the student and teacher interviews to anchor the discussions in context. It was my intention to avoid 
using an anonymised student's text in the focus group as this could have had an inhibitive effect on the 
participants if they had recognised their own text under discussion. Instead I incorporated common 
elements found in both the students' texts and the exemplar and used these to frame the student and 
teacher interviews. The versions were exaggerated generalisations of the features that I identified in the 
first stage of analysis:
- ■ Version 1 -  an objective, highly passivised review (Appendix K)
■ Version 2 -  a lengthy review using many active constructions and personal pronouns, also 
mentions other people by name (Appendix L)
■ Version 3 -  a short, succinct review, employing a mixture of the features displayed in the 
previous two versions (Appendix M)
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This strategy, in part, both helped to structure the focus groups and facilitated 'talk around text' (Ivanic, 
1998; Lillis, 2009). According to Lillis, 'talk around texts' is a methodology that "reflects and enacts a 
commitment to collaborating with others and in particular a deep respect for students..." (2009:185). 
Furthermore, the addition of textual 'evidence' to discussion positioned the texts deeply into the 
context and allowed richer data to be mined (as discussed in the following section).
The focus groups with students and teachers were audio-recorded and I took notes throughout these 
discussions. The recordings were then transcribed and the notes added a layer of context, facilitating 
analysis of the utterances within an observed situation and context. This interview data allowed me to 
examine and respond to the last three questions listed above, investigating students' and teachers' 
thoughts, attitudes and perceptions. The findings of the analysis are presented in the next chapter.
Figure 1: the iterative relationship between text and talk
Analyse the proforma/ exemplar 'review 
from the CoPE Student Book
Text as data
Create sample 'versions' of'review' for talk 
around texts
Analyse the students' review paperwork: 
add to student/ teacher interview schedules
Talk as data
Teacher focus group: interview data Student focus group: interview data
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CHAPTER 5 
Interpreting the data
(1) What does the CoPE 'review* writing look like in this course and in what wavs can it be
described as 'reflective'?
On the surface, analysis of the review exemplar suggested that it consists of three rhetorical 'moves' 
(Swales, 2004), which are summarised in Figure 2. It is arguable that these functional descriptors mirror 
the conventions used to conclude a piece of academic writing, for example:
• summarise the key elements o f your argument clearly and concisely
• demonstrate how you’ve answered the question (you can do this by using the process and 
content words in the question title)
• perhaps (especially in a report) suggest what needs to be considered in the future.
("Skills for OU Study" website, 2009)
Therefore, the first has a linker/summary function; a summary measurement of the key objectives, 
which textually and discursively refers back to the objectives set out in the 'plan' page. The second 
section, the demonstration of answering the question move, revisits the 'main body' of the task, in terms 
of a more comprehensive account of the influencing factors and contributions; whereas the third move 
has a final comment function; adding the final touches to the experience while offering a 'warning' or 
suggestion to the developing self for future improvements.
These three rhetorical moves are prominently signalled through the visual arrangement of the review 
form (see Appendix I), as the moves are separated into three distinct boxes. A possible rationale behind 
this design could be to assist the writers to systematically work through a thinking process that, 
theoretically, will lead them to completing a successful review. However, this arguably renders the text 
as formulaic and potentially uniform, and resonates with the warning issued by Bleakley (2000b) and 
Hobbs (2007) in that flat, instrumental writing will record flat, instrumental reflection.
Apart from the functional moves and visual features that structure the overall text, I also identified 
three themes from the exemplar, which I investigated by comparing the students' texts to the exemplar 
and through the interviews with students and teachers. These three areas can broadly be described as:
o Writer positioning and voice 
o Text length 
o Stylistic choices
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Figure 2: the three rhetorical moves played in the CoPE 'review7 form
\ 7
Demonstrating that the 'question has been answered'; offering a more detailed 
summary of the actual task and the group work
Move 2: influences, outcomes and contributions
Focus: the group
Linking back to the objectives established at the beginning of the assignment; 
offering a summary of the objectives
Move 1: the linker
Focus: the task
Completing the reflective cycle; examining own position and contribution within 
the task/ group; suggestions for the future
Move 3: developing the future self
Focus: the individual
Writer position and voice
I initially scanned the texts looking for linguistic features that would broadly describe the texts as 
personal or impersonal to give an indication of the students' 'voice' and indicate how they positioned 
themselves within the text. In a brief review of online university style guides for reflective writing, I 
found the following advice on the Canterbury Christ Church University website: "[reflective writing] may 
be quite informal and closer to everyday speech, using first and second person". I counted the number 
of personal pronounis used across the three moves (Appendix N) which showed that the students had 
generally used a variety of personal pronouns across their reviews. I was also interested to explore how 
the students had positioned themselves within their texts, which could indicate whether the students 
viewed the review as a group exercise or an individual exercise. I found that the writers positioned 
themselves as group member (through the pronoun 'we') as often as they positioned themselves as 
individual (through the pronoun 'I'). Of the entire sample, only three writers used 'I' and 'we' with equal
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measure; six writers had a higher use of 'we' than T and the remaining six had a higher use of T than 
'we'.
If an informal style is to be held as a marker of 'reflective writing', the passive voice stands as a linguistic 
indicator of 'formal writing' (as it has connotations with scientific and academic writing and can be used 
to create a distance between writer and text, although this is far from an exhaustive account of when 
the passive voice can be used). I was interested in how many passive constructions could be found in 
the student's writing. I counted the number of passive constructions within the students' CoPE reviews 
and the results from this count (Appendix N) show that the majority of writers employed the passive to 
some extent (12/15), which suggests that there could be a conflict in the way that students' perceive 
this kind of writing: do they view it as a piece of personal or formal writing? This simple count also raised 
the more fundamental question about the students' understanding of language and texts: what 
understanding do the students have of the difference between using personal pronouns or passive 
constructions? Do students raid their linguistic repertoires to consciously make meaning or do they 
follow genres that they have previous experience of? These issues were added to the schedule of 
questions for the student interviews (see Appendix F).
Secondly, I wondered to what extent the students' writing had mimicked the exemplar, which has only 
one passive construction: "All the objectives were met" (Appendix I, line 1). I reanalysed the passive 
constructions to examine how many of the students' texts also used this phrase and found that the 
majority of the texts included "were met" (12/15). This then prompted me to question to what extent 
the students' texts imitated the exemplar. I only used the first sentence of each of the first move to 
measure the similarity between the texts as a full examination of the texts was beyond the time and 
word limit for this project:
Line 1 (move 1): "All the objectives were met and we were successful in organising and putting on a 
programme that the students enjoyed."
This analysis showed that although the words 'successful', 'success' and 'successfully' were used by 
12/15 of the writers, only 8 of the writers used them in the first sentence. Furthermore, the passive 
construction "were met" was used by only 3 of the students in the first sentence, but a further 6 had 
used the phrase within the first move. This suggested that students had not copied the lexis or syntax of 
the exemplar on a sentence basis, but had lifted certain language and certain themes to fit the functions
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of the three moves. A further dimension to this apparent imitation is dictated by the visual structure of 
the review form (the arrangement of three small boxes per question).
Text length
The exemplar presents a model of reflection that is relatively lengthy, in consideration of the physical 
space given to complete each 'move7. The first move in the exemplar is three sentences long, the second 
move is three paragraphs long (4 sentences) and the third move consists of two paragraphs (3 
sentences). Visually, the writing in the second and third moves appears to be compact and 'fills' the 
space allowed. I wondered to what extent this length would be replicated within the students writing 
and whether they considered this to be part of the assessment criteria (see the section on students' 
interviews). Of the sample, all but one largely filled the space, albeit with differing degrees of content, 
depending on whether the text was handwritten or typed (see the following section for a fuller 
discussion). I wanted to explore the disparity between this text and the rest of the sample and how the 
students and teachers (assessors) perceived the relationship between the length and the 'effectiveness' 
of the text. This question also became part of the interview schedules.
Stylistic choices
Some stylistic choices mirrored the fluid prose of the exemplar and others deviated significantly away 
from the exemplar. The stylistic features that I will briefly discuss are the formatting, structure and 
voice.
The most visually obvious stylistic choice is that of word processed versus hand written text. The 
exemplar is word processed, and the students are recommended (but not obliged) to do the same. 
However, the stark majority (11/15) of the students' texts were hand written. This could have been a 
strategy employed to fill the space in the boxes. However, one of the participants told me that the text 
she had submitted was a draft copy. This raises a really interesting question about how the students 
perceive the 'review' form and how the writing has been presented to them. Drafting is common 
practice in A' Level courses, particularly for extended writing; therefore the possibility of students also 
drafting the CoPE review form is also feasible. If this is this case, it indicates that the CoPE review is not 
perceived as 'reflective writing' by the students as it is approached and produced in a similar way to the 
other established genres produced in school.
The second stylistic feature that appears to be significant is the manner in which the texts are 
constructed. The exemplar has organised the writing into paragraphs (although the paragraphs in the
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second section are not separated by blank lines; although this was likely to be a result of the restrictive 
space). It was thus interesting to note that the students generally did not use paragraphs in the same 
way and 6/15 used bullet points to separate their ideas. At first I thought that perhaps these students 
had used bullet points because they are accustomed to using computers to write, particularly in using 
Power Point. I wondered if this stylistic choice was an indicator of how the students perceive the form 
and function of the CoPE review task. This again fed into the questions asked to the students.
The use of bullet points also relates to the final stylistic feature: voice. The use of bullet points and 
stilted note-style writing impairs the flow of the text and arguably represents a choice of form in which 
to make meaning. The remainder of the texts (9/15) employed a more fluid prose with full sentences. 
These choices could be interpreted as markers of emerging writer identity, or conversely could be seen 
as markers of genre-confusion. Ultimately neither of these possibilities could be 'proven' through 
textual analysis, but again provided material for the later interviews.
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(2) What are students* thoughts and attitudes towards the CoPE review? What do they think they
are doing when they produce this kind of writing?
Thoughts and attitudes:
Although the textual analysis described above shaped the interview schedule (see Appendix F); the main 
discussion point of interest for the students was the GoPE course in general and it was necessary to 
dedicate the first part of the interview to this matter. The importance of discussing this matter was clear 
from the first time I met the students; CoPE was/ is not a popular course and anecdotally the students 
had expressed great apathy and dislike of the course. This was a repetitive and strongly expressed 
theme throughout the focus group interview and by all of the students. The following extract 
encapsulates this feeling:
Sally: What do you think o f CoPE in general?
Student 3: It's kind of pointless. It's 50 hours work for little reward.
Student 4: It's not worth what you have to do for it.
The negativity towards CoPE appears to be an influential factor in the students' attitudes towards the 
writing; however, there were also positive comments made about the potential benefits of the CoPE 
course and their comments suggest that it was organisational issues and a lack of positivity from their 
teachers that have shaped their opinions of CoPE. However, underlying the explicit comments about 
CoPE was, for some of the students, a deeper dislike and lack of confidence in writing in general:
[Responding to the question of what are the disadvantages of CoPE in general]
Student 5: The writing. It's dull. I'm not one to do writing.
Sally: And what do you think about writing?
Student 2: Well, I sort of find that it brings my marks down a bit having to write in 
prose because I only got like a C for GCSE English Language... so it is really difficult...
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What do they think they are doing when they complete the 'review' form: reflective, evaluative or
personal writing?
There is a lack of clarity surrounding the CoPE review with regards to what the function of the text 
actually is. I asked the students what they thought the purpose of the CoPE paperwork was:
Sally: What do you think you are supposed to do? What do you think is the point o f this 
'plan, do, and review'?
Student 5: Well you have to show that you have worked together to get the task done.
Student 2: I've been told we have to do it this way because if we actually want the 
qualification, if we want to actually work towards it at the end, we've got to have 
evidence that we did it all
These statements suggest that the students have no clear idea of the purpose of this writing beyond the 
practicalities of meeting assessment criteria. There was no demonstration in the students' focus group 
of any understanding of the critical thinking and self-evaluation implicitly required in the format.
A more productive way to explore the students' understandings and perceptions of the review format 
was to 'talk around texts'. I gave a copy of the three sample versions of the review form (see Appendices 
K, L & M) and asked the students to tell me to describe them. Version 1 was described as "quite to the 
point" and "more like analysis"; version 2 was described as "a bit long-winded", "repetitive" and "quite 
detailed"; and version 3 was described as "too short", "looks like they can't be bothered" and "straight 
to the point". This indicates that the students do assign positive value to the length of the document. I 
then asked the students which version was closest to the review that they had produced, with the result 
being that 4/6 students elected the objective, bullet-pointed model (version 1) and the other two 
students choosing the more personal, discursive model (version 2). The rationale given by the majority 
of students mostly referred to the style of the writing as opposed to the content:
[Referring to version 1 (objective text)]
Student 3 :1 think this one's easier to kind of look at because it's bullet pointed and 
things like that. It's easier to...
Student 1: ...yeah it's easier to just glance over it, save you having to read through it 
all
Student 2: It's objective, like something you might see in a business report.
These statements again support the notion that these students have a vague understanding of the 
purpose and function of the review format. It is salient that the genre of 'business report' has been 
explicitly mentioned by student 2 above, as it is the only genre mentioned by name throughout the 
students' data. At no point was the word 'reflective' mentioned unless elicited by myself.
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An additional 'issue' presented by the students was the inconsistency between the writing tasks 
required as part of the CoPE assessment criteria and the kind of writing that they are expected to 
produce in their A Level classes. The six students who participated in the focus group are studying a 
broad mix of art and science-based courses (see Appendix 0), and they described the writing that they 
have to do as being predominantly exam practice, which suggests this is normal practice across the 
subjects the students are studying and perhaps across A Levels in general. This suggested lack of 
diversity could be seen as a barrier to developing an 'authorial self (Ivanic, 1998) and is unlikely to 
endear the students to the practice of writing. The students spoke about having to write essays and do 
coursework, but appeared unsure of what text types they regularly practise in their classes. I asked the 
students how much instruction they received in terms of how to produce such texts in their chosen 
subject areas:
Sally: And how much instruction do you get in terms o f how to write an essay, fo r 
example or a report in Chemistry?
Student 6: Yeah, at the beginning of the year I found it quite difficult because 
especially... because nobody told us what to do and then when it came up to what 
we had to put in it, if you know what I mean, we had to learn for ourselves by 
getting things wrong.
Student 6 is clearly stating that she felt there had not been sufficient guidance given to writing by the 
teaching staff and that the students had had to develop their own strategies to 'get it right'. This raises 
questions about the effectiveness of the writing tuition offered in this particular context, which could 
easily be extended to the wider secondary sector context. However, that debate is well beyond the . 
boundaries of this project, but raises issues that I could explore in my PhD.
I was also interested in whether the students had experienced writing in the 'plan, do, review' format 
before. Two of the students reported that they had to follow a similar structure for subject-specific 
coursework, but when questioned for detail it appeared that this was for experiments in Chemistry and 
Psychology. One student gave the following response:
Student 4 :1 don't think in the sense that it's been plan, do, review but I think we 
probably have all through secondary school... but probably not the plan bit, just the 
do and review and we would have it planned for us a lot of the time.
Student 4 claimed that the CoPE 'plan, do, review' format is a relatively new genre for the students. I 
also attributed an underpinning message to this statement; that there is a lack of academic
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independence given to students at lower levels of the secondary schooling system and this arguably 
impacts on the students' transition from lower school (GCSE) to the more independent sixth form. This 
is an area of research that I will explore in more detail in my PhD, yet it appears to be salient here if 
CoPE is considered to have a preparatory function to assist students through the transition from GCSE to 
A Level and then onto higher education. This is feasibly one of the first pieces of semi-independent work 
that the students have experienced so far in their educational experience and one that, according to the 
students who participated in the focus group, they did not understand or engage with:
Student 4 :1 thought it was pretty boring. I didn't put much thought into mine to be 
honest.
Following this line of enquiry, I was interested in exploring how much instruction and support the 
students felt they had received for the CoPE paperwork. There was a consensus from all the students 
that they had received no explicit assistance or guidance in completing the paperwork beyond being 
directed to the Students' handbook:
Sally: Did Ms X give you any advice or tips on how to f i l l  this in?
Student 6: She didn't really give us any advice on how to fill it in but she did tell us 
to read the students' book as a start point if we had to so that's why I kind of used 
it.
Asides from the (lack of) advice from their teachers, I also asked the students whether they were 
familiar with the exemplar included in the Student book as I wanted to investigate the extent to which 
the exemplar was imitated or used for guidance when completing the paperwork. All the students said 
they had seen the exemplar at least once, usually in the first lesson and then ignored. Only one student 
used the exemplar to help guide her writing:
Sally: Did you read it  [the exemplar] in detail? Did you feel like you needed some help 
to get started?
Student 2: Yeah because I didn't know how I was supposed to start or what I was 
supposed to... I didn't really know what they expected to put in the box
Although only one student admitted using the exemplar, I cannot be sure that my presence as an 
outsider did not prevent the students from admitting that they had used the exemplar or whether they 
had in fact approached the writing with relatively little guidance. The students' perceived lack of 
guidance for their writing also featured in the interviews with teachers.
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The key words that encapsulate the students' attitudes, thoughts and opinions about CoPE, and the 
review form in particular are 'apath/, 'negativity' and 'disinterest'. Throughout the interview, the 
students made their dislike of CoPE clear, regardless of whether or not I was considered an outsider and 
they were perhaps not as candid as they would have been with their peers. The next section examines 
the data collected from the sample of teaching staff involved with the CoPE course.
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(3) How do teachers perceive the practice of writing in the CoPE programme?
As indicated in the student interview, there is a sense of apathy, confusion and negativity towards the 
CoPE programme in general, and the writing practices by association, which is manifest in both what 
was said and unsaid in the teachers' focus group. Outside of the actual interview, all four of the teachers 
told me that they disliked teaching the CoPE programme and didn't think it was a worthwhile 
qualification. In the focus group itself, there was a marked lack of individual agency shown in the 
interview transcripts, as the majority of the responses to my questions were focused on what the 
students do or feel and there was an absence of teachers' self-evaluation. The projection of issues onto 
the students could suggest a lack of confidence in the CoPE course and perhaps their roles as deliverers 
of 'skills of personal effectiveness'. This was most marked in the defensive comments made by two of 
the teachers in relation to their own attitudes:
Teacher 1 :1 don't know. I can't remember. To be honest, I can't remember even 
now how I started it off in September, if I'm honest.
Teacher 2 :1 would say we spent more time making sure they were in good teams, 
they were working on their teams, and they were doing the actual activity and less 
time on making sure the forms were filled in properly.
The teachers also spoke at length about the difficulties they faced in teaching CoPE, with all staff 
members citing large classes as a principal reason for their dislike of the course. I also detected what I 
perceived as a general lack of understanding of the course structure, particularly the assessment 
criteria. This was apparent in the anomalies between the teachers' comments and the CoPE standards 
guidance.
With specific reference to the writing, the teachers' comments mirrored those of the students in many 
respects. They perceive the students as apathetic writers; one teacher asserted that the students view 
the CoPE writing as a "chore":
Teacher 2: They don't see it as an opportunity to show how much work they've 
done, they see it as something that has to be done and got out of the way so they 
take the bare minimum approach.
Teacher 4: ...they don't actually get that looking at what you've done and improving 
it for next time round is actually quite an important skill that teachers do and what 
most people in work do because in school they see even having to even redo a piece 
of homework as a massive chore... So the review activity I don't think they like 
doing.
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I was interested to know how the teachers view the CoPE 'plan, do, review' paperwork and whether it is 
congruent with the kinds of writing that they teach in their disciplines. I asked them whether the CoPE 
format was something they used in their lessons and the majority response was no, although one 
person classified it as having a "business style".
In terms of content, the teachers commented on the students' predominantly positive appraisal in the 
'plan, do, review' paperwork and highlighted the absence of any critique:
Teacher 2 :1 think they think that if they say negative things then it's actually minus 
points but it's not it's actually better because it's more detailed
At this point of the analysis, two themes have become apparent regarding the perception of what the 
CoPE review is and where it fits in the spectrum of 'reflective writing', both of which correspond with 
the students' data. The 'business report' genre has been mentioned by both groups, which is marked 
against an absence of the term 'reflective' or 'personal writing'. Secondly, the teachers have noticed 
that the majority of the students' texts they have seen are predominantly or exclusively positive. In 
contrast, the exemplar clearly contains messages that are both positive and negative. This predisposition 
towards positive appraisal suggests that the students perceive positive texts as more 'successful' than 
critical ones.
I asked the teachers what they would expect to see in the review and the following criteria were given: 
"depth", "evaluation", "analysis", "assess", "make judgements", "make decisions". There was no 
mention of the 'personal' being included. This prompted the question of what the teachers thought the 
function of the 'review' form was:
Sally: So do you see the review as a piece o f ref lection, a piece o f reflective writing... ?
Teacher 1: Yeah... I suppose though that it's called an evaluation so it is an 
evaluation. But they have to reflect on what they've done.
Teacher 3: Reflect on vyhat they've done. The whole model of reflecting, though, is 
to assess, you know, to make judgements, make decisions.
Firstly, I would assert that the review is not at any point in ASDAN's official guidance referred to as
either an evaluation or a reflection, which supports my earlier claim that some of the teachers did not
have a clear understanding of the course in general. The comment made by teacher 3 suggests a view
of the 'review' as more evaluative (more structured, objective-based) than a personal reflection. The
other two teachers did not know how they viewed this part of the paperwork and none were familiar
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with the assessment criteria outlined by ASDAN (see the ASDAN website). This lack of agreement 
between the teachers, in terms of the purpose of the writing beyond evidence for the portfolios, is 
perhaps symptomatic of the general negativity towards the CoPE course.
In the teachers' focus group, it was again necessary to use the sample versions of the review paperwork 
that I used with the students in order to 'talk around texts'. I gave the teachers the three versions and 
asked them, as assessors, which they felt met the criteria best:
(Shows the three exemplars)
Sally: Which one would you say meets the criteria best?
Teacher 2: Go for the one with the most writing... it looks like an A to me!
Teacher 1: This one [points to familiar text, reads out the first part] has a lot more 
information in, however this one [points to business-like text, reads out the first 
part] which as far as I can... just on an off-chance, think that that meets the criteria
The comment about length, although said in jest, resonates with the students' comments suggesting
that 'the more you write, the better your mark' is an attitude to writing which is reinforced from teacher
to student. There was a marked lack of discussion around this subject, certainly around the content of
the sample reviews, which arguably communicates a lack of confidence in the teachers' knowledge and
understanding of what constitutes a 'good' review. The guidance offered by ASDAN lacks the clarity that
the teachers desired:
Teacher 3 :1 know we've got exemplars [in the ASDAN student handbook] but 
I think I still would like some more guidance about the kind of thing they can 
write.
Teacher 2: A mark scheme would be nice...
Therefore, in answer to the question of how teachers perceive the CoPE 'review', I can tentatively 
conclude that the teachers view the CoPE writing practices as ineffective and insignificant. This appears 
to be the result of both a lack of training and understanding or interest of the CoPE course and the 
'divergent' textual practices that are embedded within the course. The dominant discourse and 
practices of A' level curricula seem to be primary causal factors. This theme will be examined further in 
the discussion.
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(4) Do teachers feel adequately prepared/ trained to assess students* writing in this course?
The short answer to this question is no:
Teacher 1: Not at all, no. We had one day. It was ridiculous.
Teacher 3: We didn't get trained on teaching and delivery of the course.
The training offered by ASDAN to prospective CoPE teachers is a day course which all the teachers felt 
was not sufficient training to both deliver the course material and mark the writing produced to 
evidence the key skills. Indeed, the issue that the teachers seemed to be wrestling with the most, 
beyond their dislike of the course, was the marking. Two of the teachers commented on the lack of 
explicit guidance from ASDAN to help them understand what constitutes a 'good' text and what criteria 
they should be looking for. There was a call for CoPE to be run more like an A Level:
Teacher 2: To work well, CoPE has to be taught like a proper A' level is taught as in 
set deadlines and assessment points and be given feedback on their written work... 
basically if the sheets are not done well then they need to be given feedback on how 
to do them better: they need to have it modelled, they need to have writing frames, 
they need to have lessons on how to fill in the forms.
This comment brought up the issue of feedback, which is salient to the assessment agenda imposed 
when 'reflective writing' is marked, and raises many interesting and related points. If the review is 
considered to be a piece of personal reflection, intended to provide a formal opportunity to reflectively 
and reflexively explore a critical incident, then feedback is both incongruent and unwelcome (as, 
arguably, is assessment). If, on the other hand, the review is treated as an evaluation then it could in 
theory be something which has clear assessment criteria, which could be drafted and which would 
warrant feedback from the assessor. It is interesting that applying the same rigid criteria as A Levels, 
which are seen by some as the root for the lack of time and creative space in the curriculum to allow for 
exploration of personal skills and the transition from/to other educational levels, is viewed as a 
constructive solution. In addition to feedback, teacher 2's comment also implies confusion about what 
the purpose and function of the CoPE review should be and, perhaps, uncertainty about the nature of 
different genres in general. Above all, I think this exemplifies the lack of experience and confidence the 
teachers interviewed had with CoPE as it represents a different approach, rationale and variety of 
textual practices than those that the teachers are used to.
Sally Baker
Master of Research
34
CHAPTER 6 
Discussion
The data collected suggests that, at best, the CoPE 'review' can only loosely be described as 'reflective 
writing'. In answer to my first research question, regarding what the CoPE review looks like, the textual 
analysis suggested that the students adopted a range of strategies that blurred different genres and 
mimicked the exemplar. This confusion could be seen as indicative of a causal relationship between the 
confusing underpinning rationale and the textual product. However, these claims are made on the basis 
of restricted data collected from only one source and, critically, institutions who use CoPE are given the 
freedom to run the course as they like. This means that another school may perceive the review to be a 
form of 'reflective writing' and approach it as such. For that reason, generalisations about the nature of 
the CoPE review are impossible to substantiate.
The literature review and data analysis revealed three central issues which will be explored here. The 
first point for discussion is the name of 'review'; it would arguably be better described as 'forced 
reflection' (Hobbs, 2007). The terminology used to describe and signpost the writing has played a 
significant role in the perceived ineffectiveness of the CoPE paperwork and in turn this has raised 
various issues regarding the validity, verity and value of this practice. The second issue for discussion is 
the place assessment has played in the implementation and production of the CoPE review, and the 
associated epistemological shift that both students and teachers have seemingly failed to grasp. The 
final theme for discussion is the challenge of introducing a new form of writing alongside the established 
genres in secondary school.
'Forced reflection'
The confusion that surrounds the 'plan, do, review' paperwork, and the review in particular, appears to 
stem from the name given to the form and begs the question 'what exactly is a review'? The teachers 
and students were unsure of what/ how they are supposed to write and what/ how they are supposed 
to teach/ guide the writing process. So, is the review a personal reflection, a business-like evaluation or 
a descriptive appraisal? I think the answer to this question is that the rationale behind the review is 
ambiguous enough to leave students and teachers to interpret it in the way they please, which appears 
from the data to be the 'business report' genre that both students and teachers have more experience 
of. However, there is an argument that the teachers should have experience of 'reflective writing' from 
their own teacher training. Perhaps it is the structural layout of the review form that makes 
distinguishing the form and function of the text so difficult. Either way, the clear message being
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communicated by the teacher participants is that they lack the confidence and knowledge of CoPE and 
writing practices outside of their disciplines to customise the review to satisfy their conceptual framing 
of what the 'review' is. Furthermore, the perceived lack of training and support from ASDAN seems to 
have left the teachers apprehensive and suspicious of a course that requires a lot of time and effort for 
seemingly little reward.
The absence of risk in secondary education is another contributory factor in the 'forcedness' of the 
review form. The prevailingly positive appraisals found in the students' examples is indicative of two 
central issues: the use of strategic responses and a lack of ability to be self-critical. Firstly, the students 
and teachers both acknowledged that they thought certain responses (lengthy, positive) would be more 
likely to be successful. Secondly, while some of the students admitted using the exemplar to "get 
started", the textual analysis showed many similarities between the students' writing and the example, 
suggesting that this was used by some as a model of what a 'pass' looks like. None of the data collected 
signified that self-critique was practised or valued by the students. For them, perhaps, the review is a 
paper hoop to jump through in order to acquire the qualification, which in itself does not hold much 
currency with either teachers or students.
The overarching message appears to be that the students in general want to succeed, albeit by 
employing strategies to achieve their goal and avoid 'investing themselves' in the process (which 
ironically is an example of problem solving). Hargreaves acknowledges this possibility when she says 
"the imperative to do well academically discourages students from engaging in honest and open 
reflection" (2004:196). In contrast, Hobbs suggests that a positive appraisal of self is an instinctual 
response to the pressure of assessment (2007:410). Either way, strategy or instinct, the absence of 
negative appraisal and critique strengthens the argument that there is a marked absence of risk in the 
British educational system. According to Sir Digby Jones, ex-director of the CBI, risk is essential in 
education not so young people can learn to avoid it "but so they can seize opportunities and benefit 
from them" (cited in Madge & Barker, 2007:16). From this perspective, it appears that this 'cotton wool' 
approach has long lasting consequences which, in the context of the CoPE course, renders the likelihood 
of honest and open personal reflection an unachievable goal.
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Assessment: epistemoloRical challenges
The dominant issue that has been foregrounded throughout this study is the mismatch of assessment 
criteria and personal 'reflective writing'. As Hobbs writes, "it seems only natural to feel resentment 
towards a stipulation that asks one to be open and honest about one's beliefs whilst implying that a 
certain response is preferable" (2007:413). This, it appears from both the literature and the data 
collected for this study, is the crux of the matter: how can we expect young, inexperienced students to 
write honest and open accounts of themselves when they are in a state of developmental flux? Students 
entering sixth form at the age of 16 have a significant transition to make as they move from pupil to 
student, from uniform to their own clothes, from formal greetings to familiarity. The impact of these 
considerable changes in how the student is viewed by their institution, peers, family and themselves 
cannot fail to impact on their presentation of self. Moreover, the assessment of students' personal 
developments by the very same body of staff who witnessed their development from 11 year old to 
young adult is very likely to be a prohibitive factor in their 'personal' writing. This, it appears, is a factor 
that has been overlooked by both ASDAN and the school in their development and implementation of 
CoPE in secondary school sixth forms.
Dominant genres in secondary education
In addition to the social and developmental dynamic that guides the writing self, there is an 
epistemological conflict at the heart of the 'review' paperwork, and arguably with 'reflective writing' in 
general. There is a moral ambiguity in the assessing of personal writing, which is compounded and 
complicated by the incongruity between the traditional forms of writing and assessment that are well- 
established and well-practised in the secondary school curriculum and the new, emerging practices, 
such as the CoPE 'review'. This was clearly demonstrated by the students and teachers in the data as 
both groups struggled to define what the 'review' actually is and the apparent sense of confusion about 
how CoPE works. The established genres practised in secondary education appear to be so clearly 
defined and deeply entrenched in the institutional psyche that the shift to a new form of writing without 
a clear explanation has been a considerable challenge for teachers and students alike.
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Conclusion
This study has explored the practice, product and attitudes surrounding the CoPE 'review' form with the 
aim of establishing where it fits in the spectrum of 'reflective writing' that can be found in higher 
education. This exploration has addressed the wider context of 'reflective writing' in higher education 
and the workplace and recontextualised it for the secondary sector. The problematic relationship 
between 'reflective writing' and formal assessment has also been discussed.
The main findings can be concluded as:
• The CoPE review does not appear to be perceived as an example of 'reflective writing' by either 
the students or the teachers. This study did not produce a clear definition of what the CoPE 
review is, although the comments of the participants suggest that is considered to have 
similarities with the genre of 'business report'
• CoPE, in its current form in the institution studied, is an unpopular course with both students 
and teachers and this has undoubtedly impacted on the writing produced.
• The understanding of the value and structure of the course are poor, leading to unfocused 
teaching and apathetic engagement with the course material, predominantly with the writing 
tasks.
• The 'review' could potentially be interpreted as personal reflection, evaluation or description 
which, compounded with the formal assessment of the paperwork, renders it as difficult to 
complete or engage with. As such, it provides poor preparation for the types of 'reflective 
writing' required as part of personal or professional development in higher education or the 
work place.
These conclusions substantiate the need for further research into the transition from secondary 
education to higher education and beyond. CoPE could, in an ideal world, provide a valuable platform 
through which to prepare students both for the transition from GCSE to A' Level and the transition to 
university. However, the level of thought, attention, skills training and communication that is required 
for this model exceeds the time available to already overloaded secondary school teachers. The 
tentative conclusions that can be reached from this study are restricted by the narrow focus of this 
research, particularly as the implementation of CoPE is idiosyncratic to the school, meaning that other 
institutions who deliver the course may approach the writing differently and therefore may produce 
different results. A further limitation of the current research is the small sample of participants, which 
was suitable for a study of this size but has restricted the generalisability of the findings. The validity of
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the findings of this research could have been strengthened by conducting the study across three sites, 
perhaps incorporating a diverse range of teaching environments by which to evaluate the perceived 
effectiveness of CoPE in a further education or youth work setting to contrast with the secondary school 
sixth form environment explored in this study. Furthermore, the academic nature of sixth form appears 
to have an inhibitive influence on the effectiveness of CoPE; perhaps the more informal environment of 
a youth group could enhance the students' engagement with the course materials.
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May/June 2009 -  possible pupil/ teacher interviews - TBC
Dissertation due for final submission: 7th September 2009.
Abstract
A summary of the main points of the research, written in terms easily understandable by a non­
specialist and containing no technical terms.
This research intends to examine the relatively new reflective writing tasks that form part 
of the assessment schedule for the Certificate of Personal Effectiveness (CoPE) 
programme that is run in some secondary schools. The study will examine the 
assessment tasks that form the portfolio of evidence for the qualification, with particular 
focus on the ‘Plan/ Do/ Review’ paperwork. The data collected will be examples of 
completed ‘Review’ forms and will be compared with the template provided in the 
students’ book to examine how and if students deviate from the model. Furthermore, 
students and teachers will be interviewed to establish attitudes and opinions regarding
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reflective writing.
The research will be presented as my MRes dissertation for the academic year 2008/09. 
It is also intended to work as a pilot study for my PhD research on students’ writing and 
the transition between secondary and higher education.___________________________
Source(s) of funding
Details of the external or internal funding body (e.g. ESRC, MRC).
3 + 1 funded studentship (match funded with the Royal Literary Fund)
Justification for research
W hat contribution to knowledge, policy, practice, and people's lives the research will make?
This research will investigate an emerging assessment practice that has attracted some 
attention in higher education, but comparatively little in the secondary sector. It will 
hopefully illuminate the extent to which the writing process is foregrounded in the 
reflective cycle and to what extent the model provided in the students’ book guides the 
students’ reflections.
Investigators
Give names and units of all persons involved in the collection and handling of individual data. 
Please name one person as Principal Investigator (PI).
P I-S a lly  Blane, IET
Published ethical guidelines to be followed
For example: BERA, BPS, BSA (see Research Ethics web site for more information).
BERA
Location(s) of data collection
Give details of where and when data will be collected. If on private, corporate or institutional 
premises, indicate what approvals are gained/required.
Sponne School
Brackley Road
Towcester
Northants
NN12 6DJ
(01327) 350284
Headmaster: Mr Jamie Clarke
Formal written permission received via email (12/01/09)
Human Participants and Materials Ethics Committee (HPMEC) Proforma
2/5
December 2007
Participants
Give details of the population from which you will be sampling and how this sampling will be 
done.
The participants will be sampled from the Year 12 cohort (academic year 2008/09) at 
Sponne School. The sample will be randomly selected from the year register. A sample 
of 20 students’ work will be taken.
Recruitment procedures
How will you identify and approach potential participants?
The potential participants will be initially introduced to the research project through a 
series of workshops delivered in line with the CoPE sessions. I (Sally Blane) will present 
the workshops which will allow familiarisation between participants and researcher. The 
selected participants will then be invited to take part in the project by letter.
Consent
Give details of how informed consent will be gained and attach copies of information sheet(s) and 
consent form(s). Give details of how participants can withdraw consent and what will happen to 
their data in such a case (see the Research Ethics web site for an advisory document).
Informed consent for permission to use the school as a site of research has already 
been received. Letters will be sent to both the selected pupils and their parents to 
ensure that both interested parties are informed and give consent for the data to be 
collected.
Methodology
Outline the method(s) that will be employed to collect and analyse data.
The participants will consist of 20 randomly selected students and the 5 teachers who 
deliver the CoPE syllabus.
I will collect a copy of the Review paperwork from 20 students. These will then be coded 
and compared with the model provided in the CoPE students’ book. In addition to the 
textual analysis, I also intend to organise 3 focus groups (2 x students, 1 x teachers) in 
order to examine the students’ and teachers’ attitudes towards this ‘new’ form of 
assessment in secondary education. The research will therefore consist of textual data 
and interview data.
Human Participants and Materials Ethics Committee (HPMEC) Proforma
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Data Protection
Give details of registration of the project under the DP Act and the procedures to be followed re: storage 
and disposal of data to comply with the Act.
The data will be securely stored on my password protected OU computer and only I will 
have access to it/. I will ensure that formal permission is obtained from all participants 
for the use of anonymised data in my dissertation and beyond.
Recompense to participants
Normally, recompense is only given for expenses and inconvenience, otherwise it might be seen 
as coercion/inducement to participate. Give details of any recompense to participants.
No compensation is planned
Deception
Give details of the withholding of any information from participants, or misrepresentation or other 
deception that is an integral part of the research. Any such deception should be fully justified.
No deception is planned
Risks
Detail any foreseen risks to participants or researchers and, based on a risk assessment, the 
steps that will be taken to minimise/counter these. If the proposed study involves contact with 
children or other vulnerable groups, please confirm that an enhanced Criminal Records Bureau 
(CRB) Disclosure has been obtained for each person involved in these contacts.
CRB disclosure has been obtained. All contact with children will be under the 
supervision of school staff or in writing.
Debriefing
Give details of how information will be given to participants after data collection to inform them of 
the purpose of their participation and the research more broadly.
Each participant will be given a summary of the research project and a short explanation 
about the importance of their contribution.
Human Participants and Materials Ethics Committee (HPMEC) Proforma
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Declaration
Declare here that the research will conform to the above protocol and that any significant 
changes or new issues will be raised with the H PM EC before they are implemented.
A Final Report form will need to be filled in once the research has ended (you will be contacted 
by HPM EC  on the date for final report below).
Contact details
Name Sally Blane____________ _________________
Location Room 128, Crowther Building______________
Telephone 01908 332678
E-mail s.blane@open.ac.uk
Signature(s) SALLY BLANE____________________  _
(this can be the typed name(s) of investigator(s) if electronic copy is submitted (which is preferred))
Date 05/02/09
Proposed date for 
Final Report 07/09/09
Human Participants and Materials Ethics Committee (HPMEC) Proforma
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Appendix B
Sally Baker 
Master of Research 
s.baker@open.ac.uk
Students’ reflective writing in secondary education
Thank you for agreeing to take part in this research project which we are conducting 
in accordance with the British Educational Research Guidelines. Details of these can 
be found at: http://www.bera.ac.uk/publications/pdfs/ETHICA1.PDF
I understand that my participation in this study will involve a sample of my written 
work being explored and my contributing to a focus group interview regarding my 
attitudes towards reflective writing.
I understand that participation in this study is entirely voluntary and that I can 
withdraw from the study at any time without giving a reason. I can ask questions at 
any time. I am free to withdraw or discuss any concerns with Dr Mary Lea after the 
interview.
I understand that the information I give in the interview will be used anonymously in 
the study, and in any future publications, and that every effort will be made to ensure 
that comments cannot be attributed to me unless I give my consent for that 
association to be made. I understand that if I say something that I do not want to be 
used in the study I can ask for it to be excluded.
I understand that extracts from my written work may be used anonymously in the 
study and in any future publications
I _________________________________:________ (NAM E) consent to participate in the
study of Sally Baker (Institute of Educational Technology) with the supervision of Dr 
Mary Lea (m .r.lea@ open.ac.uk).
S igned :.............................................................................................................
Email: .......... ............................................................................. ........ ...........
Date:....................................................................................................................
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Appendix C
Sally Baker 
Master of Research 
s.baker@open.ac.uk
Students’ reflective writing in secondary education
Thank you for agreeing to take part in this research project which we are conducting 
in accordance with the British Educational Research Guidelines. Details of these can 
be found at: htto://www.bera.ac.uk/publications/pdfs/ETHICA1.PDF
I understand that my participation in this study will involve contributing to a focus 
group interview regarding my attitudes towards reflective writing as an assessment 
practice in the CoPE programme, specifically how I feel about facilitating and marking 
this kind of writing.
I understand that participation in this study is entirely voluntary and that I can 
withdraw from the study at any time without giving a reason. I can ask questions at 
any time. I am free to withdraw or discuss any concerns with Dr Mary Lea after the 
interview.
I understand that the information I give in the interview will be used anonymously in 
the study, and in any future publications, and that every effort will be made to ensure 
that comments cannot be attributed to me unless I give my consent for that 
association to be made. I understand that if I say something that I do not want to be 
used in the study I can ask for it to be excluded.
I understand that extracts from my written work may be used anonymously in the 
study and in any future publications
I _________________ ________________________ (NAME) consent to participate in the
study of Sally Baker (Institute of Educational Technology) with the supervision of Dr 
Mary Lea (m.r.lea@ open.ac.uk).
S ig n ed :............................................................................................................
Email: ............................................................................................................
Date:............................................... ....................................................................
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Appendix D
Sally  B aker (T 6 1 8 9 5 2 6 )
M aster o f R esearch  dissertation
Inform ation about m y pro ject:
M y n am e  is Sally  B aker and  I am  a research  student a t T h e  O pen  University. 
A s part o f the M a s te r in R esearch  course, I am  conducting a p iece o f research  
for the dissertation m odule  of m y course.
In this project I a im  to investigate students’ reflective writing in secondary  
education. It will specifically  focus on reflective writing as an assessm ent 
practice in the  C ertificate  o f Personal E ffectiveness (C o P E ) program m e  
offered in a grow ing num ber of secondary schools. I w an t to exp lore how you  
com plete  the reflective paperw ork and how you fee l about this style o f writing  
and how  it is assessed . All the inform ation you g ive m e will be treated  as  
confidential inform ation and will be used anonym ously. I will not pass on any 
individual information to your teachers. This study will follow  the ethical 
principles laid out by the British Educational R esearch  A ssociation (B E R A )  
guidelines. Furtherm ore, this project will com ply w ith th e  D ata  Protection and  
Freedom  of In form ation Acts.
You will be asked  to subm it a p iece of reflective writing from  the  
‘P la n /D o /R e v ie w ’ paperw ork which form s th e  portfolio o f ev id en ce  required for 
ach ievem en t o f th e  C o P E  assessm ent criteria. Further to this, you will be  
invited to  attend a short focus group with a sm all group of your peers to  
discuss your attitudes and opinions regarding this writing practice.
If you fee l that you w ould  like to w ithdraw  from  th e  project you m ay do so by 
saying that you no longer wish to participate. Y ou  are  also entitled to request 
that any data  you have  supplied to m e for the  purpose o f this research be  
destroyed up to 0 1 /0 9 /0 9 . T h e re  should be no risks associated  with this 
project but if you h ave  any  concerns you a re  free  to discuss them  with e ither  
m yself or m y principal supervisor, D r M ary  Lea by em ailing  
m.rJea@open.ac.uk
I would like to th an k  you for taking the  tim e to read  this inform ation form.
Sally B aker  
s .b a k e r@ o p e n .a c .u k
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Appendix E
28th April 2009
Dear parents
My name is Sally Baker and I am doing a piece o f research fo r my 
dissertation at the Open University. I am w riting to  inform  you tha t 
I have asked your child to be involved in a piece o f research th a t I 
am conducting into the kinds o f reflective w riting they have to do 
fo r the Certificate of Personal Effectiveness (CoPE).
I have asked your child to provide me with an anonymised copy of 
the Plan/ Do/ Review paperwork fo r the 'W orking w ith O thers' CoPE 
module. Following th is, I w ill then ask your child to  partic ipate in a 
small group discussion w ith o ther students to explore what they 
th ink  about th is kind o f w riting. I am not looking at individual 
performance and will keep all o f the data confidential. Furtherm ore,
I will not com municate any individual inform ation to  the teachers.
I hope tha t your child's participation in my study w ill help to inform  
and im prove the fu tu re  delivery o f the CoPE program m e a t Sponne 
School and also contribute to  the w ider in ternational debate 
surrounding reflective w riting . I f  you have any queries regarding my 
pro ject or your child's involvem ent, please do not hesitate to 
contact me on: s.baker@ open.ac.uk
Many thanks!
Sally Baker
Sally Baker
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Appendix F
Student interview: schedule of questions
C o P E
■ W h a t do you think o f C o P E  in g en era l?
■ C an  you just tell m e  w h at you think w ould be the  ad van tag es  and  
d isad van tag es  of C o P E ?
General CoPE writing:
■ H ow  a re  the C o P E  writing tasks d ifferent from  the  types o f writing that 
you h ave  to do for your chosen A ’ Level courses?
■ H ave  you co m e across the C o P E  form at o f plan, do, review  w ritten out
in that w ay?
■ D id / do  you en joy this kind o f writing?
■ Is it com parative ly  eas ie r or harder than the o ther kinds of writing that 
you h ave  to do?
Specific writing -  plan/do/review:
[Looking at m ock-up  review  versions]
■ W hich  version do you think is m ore successful?  W h y?  W h y  not for the  
others?
■ W h a t specific parts of the text tell us this?
■ Do you know what makes a successful ‘review’?
■ Did you s e e  the exem plar?  Did you use it?
■ Did yo u r teach ers  give you any instruction on how  to com plete  the
paperw ork?
Sally Baker 
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Teacher interview: schedule of questions
C o P E
■ W h at do you think o f C o P E  in genera l?
■ Can you jus t tell m e  w h a t you think w ould the ad van tag es  and  
d isadvan tages  of C o P E  are  (specifically in term s of the  transition from  
G C S E  to A  level and A  level to H E ?)
■ How  does C o P E  im pact on your existing w orkload?
■ Do you think you received  ad eq u ate  training to be  involved with C o P E ?  
Can you describe the  training you received?
■ Do you think the students like C o P E ?
G en era l C o P E  writing:
■ H ow  a re  the  C o P E  writing tasks different from  th e  types o f writing that 
you teach  in your disciplines?
■ H ave you co m e across the  C o P E  form at o f plan, do, review  structured  
in that w ay?
■ H ow  e a s y  is it to access  the C o P E  assessm en t criteria?
■ How  e a s y  a re  the C o P E  portfolios to m ark?
Specific  writing -  p lan /do /rev iew :
■ W h at is the ‘rev iew ’? H ow  do you interpret this particu lar task? Is it a 
reflection, eva luation  or description?
[Looking at m ock-up  review  versions]
■ W hich version do you think is m ore successful? W h y ?  W h y  not for the  
others?
■ How  do the 3  m ee t the assessm ent criteria? W ould  any be  
unsuccessful? If so, w hy?
■ W h at m akes  a  successful ‘rev iew ’?
■ H ow  m uch gu id an ce  do you provide in term s of how  to com plete  the  
C o P E  paperw ork?
■ H ow  m uch fe e d b a c k  do you g ive on students’ w riting? Do they  provide  
you w ith drafts? D o they com plete  the  paperw ork  in class or in private?  
Do they  genera lly  com plete  the paperw ork individually or in groups?
Sally Baker 
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Appendix H - Examples o f students' completed CoPE 'review' form
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Appendix I - The CoPE 'review' exemplar (taken from ASDAN CoPE Student Book)
-Level 3 - W&rking with Others (Exemplar)
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Appendix J - The CoPE 'review' proforma (taken from ASDAN CoPE Student Book)
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Appendix K Version 1 of mock-up review (used for 'talk around texts')
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Appendix L - Version 2 o f mock-up review (used for 'talk around texts')
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Appendix M -  Version 3 o f mock-up review (used for 'talk around texts')
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Appendix N
A basic count o f personal pronouns and passive constructions in the collected texts
Text 1 My Me We Our Us Passive
voice?
1 2 0 0 5 0 0 No
2 2 0 0 1 0 0 Yes 
(2 times)
3 4 1 0 4 0 2 No
4 0 2 0 3 1 0 No
5 3 3 0 7 2 0 Yes 
(6 times)
6 5 3 0 5 4 0 Yes 
(2 times)
7 4 1 2 10 1 0 Yes 
(1 time)
8 0 1 0 4 1 0 Yes 
(2 times)
9 5 1 0 1 1 0 Yes 
(4 times)
10 1 1 0 4 0 0 Yes 
(4 times)
11 6 0 0 4 2 0 Yes 
(3 times)
12 1 1 0 1 0 1 Yes 
(5 times)
13 10 0 0 8 3 0 Yes 
(2 times)
14 4 1 0 1 2 0 Yes 
(1 time)
15 5 0 0 2 0 1 Yes 
(4 times)
TOTAL 52 15 2 60 17 4
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Appendix O: a summary of the students' profiles
Student Age A Level subjects studied:
Student 1 17 Biology, Chemistry, History and Media
Student 2 18 Psychology, Law, Chemistry
Student 3 18 Maths, Physics, Chemistry and Engineering
Student 4 17 History, Economics and PE
Student 5 18 Biology, English Literature, PE
Student 6 18 English Language, Media and History
r
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Appendix P: a summary of the teachers' profiles
Teacher A Level subject(s) taught:
Teacher 1 Psychology
Teacher 2 Business & IT
Teacher 3 Chemistry
Teacher 4 German
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Master of Research
Appendix Q - An extract from the student focus group transcript
s What do you think of CoPE in general?
3 It’s kind of pointless. It’s 5 0  hours w ork  for little rew ard.
4 It’s not worth w hat you h ave  to do for it.
1 T h e  idea of it is good b u t ... m y group has had a really bad teaching  
sch ed u le  cos w e  had one te a c h e r at the  start and then she stopped and  
then  ano ther teach er but he w a s n ’t there  for about four lessons and then  
cover teach ers  in th e  m eantim e and no proper w ork s e t...
S And was it impossible for you to swap groups at that point? 
(Incomprehensible mumbling)
2
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A nd a lot of the  teachers  do n ’t seem  to take  it as  seriously, like, m y  
g ro u p ’s quite lucky cos w e  have  M s T  and s h e ’s like the  head  o f it anyw ay  
but erm  a lot o f o ther teachers  do n ’t seem  to take  it seriously because  
th ey  d o n ’t do any w ork in their lessons or they d o n ’t have  a te a c h e r at all.
S Has anyone complained about that?
2 I th ink so cos M r M ’s g rou p ... h e ’s n ever there, is he?
(N o ) I think they h a v e ... I think b ecau se  the students d o n ’t take  it 
seriously  as w ell th ey  h a v e n ’t p ro p erly ... thought(?)
S
0 1 3 3
Can you just tell me what you think would be the advantages and 
disadvantages of CoPE?
2 T h e  U C A S  points, depend ing  on w h a t university you w a n n a  go to ... I think  
th e  personal skills...
S Can you expand on that please?
2 E rm ... things like w hen  you cam e in and you g ave  the  ta lks ... som ething  
like personal s tatem ents and writing
1 It looks good to put on your C V
S OK, then what would you say the disadvantages are in your experience?
2 T aking  up hours w hen  you could be doing other school w ork
1 Y e a h , it’s a lot of tim e to invest on [sic]
5 T h e  writing. It’s dull. I’m not one to do writing.
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6 T h e  tim e as well.
3 W e  had to think back a long w a y  from  the beginning [relates to lack of 
organisation within the school]
S O K ... what my project is about is writing and / just wanted you to teli me 
what you think are the main differences between the type of writing that 
you do for CoPE and the type of writing that you do for your other 
subjects. And maybe you could start by telling me what subjects you do?
2 Psychology, Law, C hem istry
1 I do Biology, Chem istry, H istory and M ed ia
S
03 1 5
So, what kind of writing do you have to do for these courses? Is it reports 
or...?
1 Essays in History and in M ed ia .
6 In E ngineering  th e re ’s lots of coursew ork.
5 [T h e  kind of writing in th ese  courses] it’s not really analysing your own  
perform ance
4 In M ed ia  w e  had to peer-m ark  each  o ther’s w o rk ... but I d idn ’t like it. It’s 
harsh criticising o ther p eo p le ’s work.
6 Y e a h , in Engineering w e have  to critique these  eng ineers  w ho  have  been  
w orking for years  and it’s like “hello, w ho  a re  w e  to criticise th em ? ” But 
you also have  to w rite about w h a t yo u ’ve  done in the  past so I guess it’s 
kind o f like the  C o P E  paperw ork.
S How long would you say they are? Word wise?
1 W ell, w e  do m ost essays ready for exam s  so ... In M ed ia  it’s bigger, a bit 
like 15 (5 0 ? ) m arks per question and take  about 4 5  m inu tes ... not a huge  
length.
S So it’s measured more in terms of how long it takes you to do it instead of 
how many words you’ve got to do?
1 Y e a h  ...
s (O K )
1 W e ’ve  just been  practising ( . . . )  in M ed ia  the  points w e  need to put in the  
answ er, not how  long or how  m an y w ords you have to write.
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s And how much instruction do you get in terms of how to write an essay, 
for example or a report in Chemistry?
1 E rm ...
s Not content, just writing?
6 Y e a h , a t the beginning of the y e a r I found it quite difficult cos especially  
like, L a w ’s m y only subject w h ere  it’s essay  based really, and at the  
beginning of th e  y e a r it w as  really difficult to w rite  essays  because  nobody  
told us w h a t to do and then w hen  it cam e up to w h a t w e  had to put in it, if 
you know  vyhat I m ean , w e  had to learn for ourselves by getting things 
w rong. But then w h en  it cam e  to the end o f the course and w e  had done  
all the content and then w e  w ere  doing e xam  techn ique and she w as  
saying th at the e x a m ’s actually  o n ... is all in prose so erm  she started  
telling us about how  to structure our e s s a y s ...
S At the end?
3 Y e a h
J It w as  b etter in H istory and M ed ia  b ecau se  w e  g o t...in  M ed ia  w e  spent 
about ha lf the  y e a r with one teach er on the  essay  that w ould be in our 
e xam  and then  w e  did (?) with the other te a c h e r... and w e  spent loads o f
0 5 0 4 tim e in History as w ell.
S OK. Do you ever actually have to do anything whereby you do a project 
and you have to plan it, do it, and review it?
6 W e  have to do that in C hem istry  this year. W e  h a v e n ’t done it yet as far as  
I know. I’m doing one now  in Psychology
S S o that’s kind of like a research project that you do in Psychology?
6 W ell I th ink it’s going to be an experim ent study but w e  have to plan it and  
organ ise it ourselves and then carry it out with peop le  and then review  
w h at w e  did.
S And would that be the same with Chemistry that you’re doing your own 
Chemistry... ?
6 Y e a h , an exp erim en t
3 Y e a h , it’s a big p iece  of coursew ork
S OK... Have you come across this format of plan, do, review written out in 
that way?
4 I d o n ’t think in the  sen se  that it’s been plan, do, rev iew  but I think w e
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probably have all through secondary school.. Y e a h  like in d ifferent 
lessons ... but probably not the plan bit, just the do and rev iew  and w e  
w ould have it p lanned for us a lot o f the tim e.
s OK, so I ’m just focussing on the review part of that experience. How 
would you normally approach a review, if someone told you to review 
something, what would you normally do?
4 If I just had to do a rev iew  and not the planning and the do part, I’d write  
about w h a t w e  did and say  w h a t I did and how I did it and w hy I did it and  
things like that at th e  beginning, as like an introduction, and then kind of 
w rite about any findings or patterns and things like that and then  
sum m arise  it a t the end really. Sort of conclude m y find ings...
S What I ’m kind of getting at is would it have been the case that you would 
say “oh 1 did this really well, but 1 didn’t do this really well”. ..
2 (Y eah , that kind o f thing)
S And would you relate it more to your subject or would you put yourself into 
it as well?
2 I’d re late  it to ...
. 1
0721
both.
5 1 think if it w as  som ething that th e  w ho le class had done then 1 w ould  
probably re late  it the  subject m ore and if it w as  an individual (?) then 1 
w ould do it like “O h 1 did this and this”, things like that
S When you go to university do you expect to have to do anything like this?
3 Probably.
4 H ope not.
S Do you enjoy any kind of writing? Do you like writing?
2 Y e a h ... som etim es
1 1 do n ’t really b ecau se  1 w rite  really precise (? ) . . . in H istory you have to 
w rite  th ese  really long, w affly  p ieces o f writing w h ere  it can  take  8 pages  
fo r one answ er.
S What about Chemistry where it’s not the same style?
3 ... in C hem istry  it’s just bullet points or notes so 1 p refer that
S S o  do you feel confident with your prose when you are writing these long 
waffly bits for History because presumably you enjoy History the subject?
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1 (yeah )
s S o do you think having to write for History makes it less or more 
enjoyable?
1 I do n ’t know. I don ’t mind doing it, it’s just that it’s not m y strongest skill.
s What would you say your strongest skill is?
1 Being neutral, sitting on the  fen ce  (laughter)
s And what do you think about writing?
2 W ell, I sort of find that it brings m y m arks dow n a bit having to write in 
prose becau se  I only got like a C  for G C S E  English L an g u ag e  but erm  so  
it is really  difficult and I th ink that is a m ajor challenge like if you know  all 
th e  law  and  yo u ’re having to g e t it into an essay  I find that really difficult 
in the tim e
S
0 9 1 7
D o  you find it difficult to communicate what you know?
6 Y e a h  but o ther than that
S
1010
[Sally  introduces P hD  project]
S Let me ask you now specifically about CoPE. 1 haven’t used the exact 
paperwork that 1 collected from students. I ’ve kind of made up 3 versions 
using the language so they are like composite versions...
S So if 1 can just give you a few seconds, 1 just want you to tell me which 
one you think is the best and why.
[Referring to text 1]
4 It’s a bit long-w inded.
5 Y e a h , it’s a bit repetitive as well.
6 It’s quite detailed  
[Referring to text 2]
6 It’s quite to the point, you know, with the  bullet points.
2 S e e m s  m ore like analysis, ra ther than describing like num ber 1. 
[Referring to text 3]
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4 It’s too short.
3 Y e a h , it looks like they c a n ’t be bothered.
5 No, I th ink it’s straight to the point.
1 (R eferring  to tex t 3) It m akes m e think o f som ething I’d w rite -  really short
1 Y e a h , I think th a t’s good.
2 It’s not very  deta iled  [referring to text 3] so you d o n ’t really get a lot of 
inform ation from  w h at th ey ’ve put dow n.
S So do you think that would be important then?
5 Y e p
S Is that quality or length do you think?
5 I do n ’t think it’s on quantity, I think it’s on the  quality o f w h at you w rite so if 
you had th ese  sen tences but they w e re  very  inform ative it would b e ...
S Do you think from this length [referring to text 3] you could get that kind of 
quality?
4 (L a u g h s )...
4 W h e n  it’s this short I think it does [detract from  quality] but I don ’t think it 
does it that you need to have long paragraphs
S OK. So what about the middle one here [referring to familiar text]
2 It’s m uch m ore detailed  and four tim es as long.
S OK. So would you say they’ve both [referring to familiar/ objective texts] 
got lots of detail and they are as detailed as the other?
4 W ell, th e y ’re both detailed  it’s just that that o n e ’s m ore w ordy
3 I think this o n e ’s eas ie r to [referring to objective texf\ kind of look at 
b ecau se  it’s
1 ...y e a h  it’s e a s ie r...
3 ...b u lle t pointed and things like that. It’s e a s ie r to ...
1 ...ju s t g lan ce  over it, save you having to read through it all
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s Ok, what about the language used... if we focus on the top section “To 
what extent w as your work with others successful"... Can you identify any 
differences in the language? Or which one do you think works better?
6 T h a t’s m ore form al I su p p o se ... [referring to objective text] Efficient? Sort 
of short and to the point.
S And do you think this one is too waffly or just wordy?
2 I th ink this o n e  flows m ore like a conversation than kind o f . ..
5 . ..th e  bullet po in ts ...
6
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Y e a h
S So, the other thing is that this one has got lots of personal pronouns like “1 
think", “we”, whereas this one is very passivised...
2 It’s objective, like som ething you m ight see  in a business report.
S So which one do you think works the best as this review?
2 Erm , 1 think on certain  parts 1 bullet pointed m ine but 1 put m ost of it into 
kind of personal.
S Are you familiar with this [referring to exemplar]?
6 1 think so. Y e p ...  (?)
2 1 used this to start m y one.
S Did you read it in detail? Did you feel like you needed some help to get 
started?
2 Y e a h  b ecause  1 d idn ’t know  how  1 w as  supposed to start or w h at 1 w as  
supposed to ... 1 d idn ’t really  know  w h at they  exp ected  to put in the box
3 No. If I’d used it as a  gu ideline I’d have probably en d ed  up copying it.
4 1 thought it w as  pretty boring. 1 d idn’t put m uch thought into m ine to be  
honest.
S Did any of your teachers show you the exemplar?
2 Y e s , M s T  did
3 1 think w e  saw  that in the first lesson. Is it in the handbook? Y e a h , M rs M. 
show ed us that in o n e  o f the  first lessons but then  w e  never looked at it 
again .
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s Yep. What about in your class, did anyone direct you towards this? 1 know 
you were all given a copy.
1 First lesson
s Were you told to read through it or did you read through it yourself?
5 ???
S Did Ms T give you any advice or tips on how to fill this in?
6
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S h e  d idn ’t really g ive us any adv ice  on how to fill it in but she did tell us to 
read (students’ book?) as a start point if w e  had to so th a t’s w hy 1 kind of 
used it.
S Did you do yours individually or did you write it as a group?
3 1 did m ine individually in the  E as te r holidays but everyo n e e lse  did theirs  
in c lass w hen  w e cam e back
S E very one else in your group...?
3 Y e p
S And did they do it on their own or did they do it together?
3 M ost people  did it on their own but th ere  w e re  som e peop le  w ho copied  
each  other a bit but o ther than that 1 think w e  did it individually.
S What do you think you are supposed to do? What do you think is the point 
of this ‘plan, do, review’?
5 W e ll you have to show  th at you have  w orked together to g e t the task  
done.
2 I’ve  been  told w e  have to do it this w a y  b ecau se  if w e  actually  w an t the  
qualification, if w e  w an n a  actually  w ork  tow ards it a t the  end, w e ’ve  got to 
h ave  ev id en ce  that w e  did it all b ecau se  if w e  just printed out, like the  
discussion sheets and things like that, if w e  just printed them  out and said  
“oh w e  did this”... w e  c an ’t prove that e v e r did it.
S OK, so forgetting about it as evidence and thinking about the, not so much 
the paperwork, not so much the evidence side of it, but maybe more what 
you are getting out of it. What do you get out of doing this? Is there any 
value for you or was it just another thing you had to do?
4 1 th ink in a w a y ... 1 think it’s really good to develop  your skills. 1 don ’t really  
know  how  to explain  it but b ecau se  w e ’ve had our own w ork to do and our
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own situations so m aybe next tim e if w e  had a  sh ee t that says a question  
on it like that [referring to first box on rev iew  sheet] and then w e  w e re  told 
to fill it in then w e  could just do it and w e  w ould know  w h a t’s expected  sort 
of thing.
s D o  you ever have to do anything like this for your reports? Like a self- 
assessment?
4 I d o n ’t th ink so.
S This one page that we have four examples of, what kind of writing is it?
6 In form ative
S Would you say this is reflective writing? That it's an opportunity to reflect?
1 yeah
S I ’m asking because 1 guess you could see a review as an evaluation, 
which you probably do more in Chemistry, as opposed to a reflection. 
What makes it more of a reflection as opposed to an evaluation do you 
think?
2 W h e n  yo u ’ve  used personal pronouns, probably
5 Y e a h
6 Y o u ’re not an a lys in g ...
S
2100
S o  it’s maybe less scientific? 
(N odd ing  heads)
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